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GUEST EDITORIAL: 


Remember now your Creator 


Andy N. Banton, General Secretary of The Open-Air Mission 


Without doubt, the most fundamental thing we need to tell people today is that there is a 
God! When we do that, we are in fact reminding them of what they already know deep down 
inside. Although there is so much that we then need to go on to tell people about God, unless 
we start where people are, we will have great difficulty in bringing them to where they need 
to be, the feet of Jesus. 


The first thing the Bible tells us about Godis that, i | nN th c beginnin g G od created. “4 ‘ 
(Genesis 1:1). This great truth is then repeated throughout Scripture. Like the Gospel itself, this is not a 
truth that we dare risk either deliberately forgetting, or feeling that we can move away from. This fact that 
God is “The Creator of the ends of the earth” (Isaiah 40:28) was what Solomon was burdened to encourage 
people, and young ones in particular, to remember. 


Reminding people of their Creator is such an important starting point today, because people are being 
constantly fed the lie that there was no Creator at all. We are supposedly in the hands of nothing but blind 
chance, multiplied by millions (or is it billions?) of years! The basis for this tragic notion is the theory of 
Evolution. This theory is unquestionably the biggest stumbling block in people’s minds for not considering 
the Christian message today! Evolution keeps rearing its ugly head at almost every open-air opportunity our 
evangelists have. It is particularly tragic that we sometimes even meet Christians who try to marry Evolution 
with the Bible. What they are actually demonstrating is that they prefer the fallible theories of sinful men, 
theories which keep on changing to fit in with the latest discoveries, rather than the infallible Word of 
Almighty God, which never changes! 


That Word says quite plainly that the Lord made the heavens and earth in six literal days. Should we believe 
that this was somehow too hard for the Lord? The Psalmist declares, “By the word of the Lord the heavens 
were made, and all the host of them by the breath of His mouth.” (Psalm 33:6). Moses not only describes the 
days upon which those wondrous creative words were spoken in Genesis, he also writes of those same “six 
days” in the Ten Commandments in Exodus. They were first written with the finger of God Himself 
remember! The Lord Jesus referred to Adam and Eve being “made at the beginning” (Matthew 19:4), not 
aeons after the beginning! The Apostle Peter spoke of God’s Word having been spoken by “His holy prophets 
since the world began.” (Acts 3:21). We need to rest upon the Word of God, everything else will surely fail! 


We are so thankful to the Lord for the many opportunities we have to challenge and encourage both young 
and old to remember their Creator. Many consider forgetfulness to be just a minor weakness. However, to be 
guilty of forgetting our Creator is very serious, it is a terrible sin. May the Lord continue to help us to urge 
people to remember that they have a Creator, and then to explain what that same Creator was willing to do, 
in order to reconcile them to Himself. 





This article is reprinted with kind permission from the 149th Annual Report of The Open-Air Mission (April 2002). 
We are delighted to commend the work of this mission to our readers (see the contact details below). Andy Banton’s 
editorial also serves to remind us of how important the work of the Biblical Creation Society is in these days. Please 
remember to pray especially for Paul Garner, now a full-time Researcher/Lecturer with Biblical Creation Ministries, 
and Dr John Peet, our Travelling Secretary. 


The Open-Air Mission, 19 John Street, London WC1N 2DL 


Telephone and fax: 0207 405 6135 Email: oamission@btinternet.com 
Web site: http://www. btinternet.com/~oamission 
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the whale...that wasnt 


(¢ 


PAUL GARNER 


WHALES, DOLPHINS AND PORPOISES - the group collectively referred to 
as ‘the whales’ - are among the most extraordinary creatures to have ever 
lived. A great variety of whales are found from the equator to the poles, and 
from muddy estuaries to the deep oceans. The group includes giants like the 
blue whale and smaller types like the harbour porpoise. Some species - such 
as the common dolphin - are among the most abundant mammals on our 
planet. Sadly, others are less numerous and endangered. Despite first 
appearances, whales are mammals, not fish. They are warm-blooded and 
bear live young, but, unlike most other mammals, whales spend their lives 
entirely in the water. Despite the many remarkable characteristics that 
equip them for their aquatic lifestyle, Darwinists believe that whales must 
have evolved from land mammals. However, for many years they were 
unable to point to any transitional forms in the fossil record that bridged 
this gap. In 1955, the palaeontologist Edwin Colbert wrote: 


These mammals must have had an ancient 
origin, for no intermediate forms are 
apparent in the fossil record between the 
whales and the ancestral Cretaceous 
placentals. Like the bats, the whales (using the 
term in a general and inclusive sense) appear 
suddenly in early Tertiary times, fully adapted 
by profound modifications of the basic 
mammalian structure for a highly specialized 
mode of life. Indeed, the whales are even more 
isolated with relation to other mammals than 
the bats; they stand quite alone. ) ) (p.303). 
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Figure 1 An artist’s reconstruction of Pakicetus as a 
transitional form between land mammals and whales. 
Redrawn from the Journal of Geological Education, 
Volume 31, March 1983. 


















Figure 2 The fossil remains on which the 1983 
reconstruction was based. The preserved parts of the skull are 
shown with stippling. The rest of the skeleton was unknown. 
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Pakicetus: an ancestral whale from Pakistan? 


In the last twenty years, however, evolutionists have unearthed some 
fossils that they claim show how land mammals progressively evolved into 
whales. One such creature was Pakicetus, found in sedimentary rocks of 
the Kuldana Formation, Pakistan, and said to be 52 million years old 
(Gingerich et al, 1983). The name 


Pakicetus literally means ‘the whale from 
EVOLUTIONISTS = 
HAVE UNEARTHED 
SOME FOSSILS fossil whale’ and a reconstruction was 
THAT THEY CLAIM _ featured on the cover of the Journal of 


SHOW HOW LAND  Geelogical Education (1983). It showed a 
MAMMALS blubbery, whale-like animal with half-feet, 


half-flippers, diving after a shoal of fish 
PROGRESSIVELY (figure 1). No doubt many people have 


EVOLVED INTO become convinced by such illustrations 
WHALES that scientists have ‘proved’ that whales 


were once land animals that took to the sea. 


This animal was described as ‘the oldest 


Upon closer examination, this ‘transitional’ fossil was rather less 
impressive than the reconstruction suggested. Pakicetus was known only 
from some teeth and fragments of skull and lower jaw. The skeleton from 
the neck down was completely unknown (figure 2). Furthermore, all the 
evidence pointed to this being a land creature, not a sea creature. 
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Figure 3 The bones of Pakicetus (large skeleton) 
and Ichthyolestes (small skeleton). Redrawn from 
Nature, Volume 412, 20 September 2001. 
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Figure 1, 2 and 3: Jack Lewis 
Figure 4: Carl Buell 





Pakicetus had teeth similar to those of known land mammals. The skull 
remains revealed a hearing mechanism like that of a land mammal; there 
was nothing to suggest that Pakicetus could hear well underwater or 
maintain pressure in the middle ear during diving. Moreover, these fossil 
fragments had been found in river sediments alongside the remains of 
land mammals and freshwater creatures (e.g. snails, turtles, crocodiles, 
catfish). A closer look at the evidence suggested that it was, at the very 
least, premature to claim that Pakicetus was an ancestral whale. 


Nevertheless, the reconstruction of Pakicetus as an underwater-diving, 
semi-aquatic whale formed the basis for subsequent descriptions in 
popular fossil books, such as this one: 


“THE SKELETON OF PAKICETUS IS NOT KNOWN, BUT INDICATIONS 
ARE THAT IT WAS PROBABLY RATHER LIKE THAT OF A LARGE OTTER. 
THIS EARLY WHALE WOULD HAVE HAD BROAD, PADDLE-LIKE HANDS 
AND FEET AND A BULKY STREAMLINED BODY, AND WAS STILL ABLE 
TO COME ONTO LAND.” (BENTON, 1991, P.80). 


When is a whale not a whale? 


This was the situation until startling new evidence was published recently 
in Nature, the leading UK science journal. After years of speculation, 
partial fossil skeletons were described that revealed what Pakicetus really 
looked like (Thewissen et al, 2001; de Muizon, 2001). It turned out to be 
nothing like the original reconstruction (figures 3 and 4). The newly 
discovered fossils showed that Pakicetus, far from being an aquatic 
creature, was in fact designed for life on the land. It was a fox-sized animal 
with long, slender legs similar to those of running and jumping mammals! 
It had none of the features expected for an animal living in water. The 
authors of the paper concluded: 
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“TAKEN TOGETH ER, THE FEATURES OF THE SKULL INDICATE THAT 
PAKICETIDS WERE TERRESTRIAL, AND THE LOCOMOTOR SKELETON 
DISPLAYS RUNNING ADAPTATIONS. SOME FEATURES OF THE SENSE 
ORGANS OF PAKICETIDS ARE ALSO FOUND IN AQUATIC MAMMALS, 
BUT THEY DO NOT NECESSARILY IMPLY LIFE 


IT WAS A FOX- IN WATER. PAKICETIDS WERE TERRESTRIAL 
SIZED ANIMAL MAMMALS, NO MORE AMPHIBIOUS THAN A 
WITH LONG, TAPIR.” (THEWISSEN ET AL, 2001, P.278). 


SLENDER LEGS The big lesson is that we should be very wary 
SIMILAR TO of reconstructions based on incomplete fossils, 
THOSE OF especially when grand evolutionary claims are 
RUNNING AND being made about them. But we can draw 

another lesson from this episode: evolutionary 
JUMPING theory is almost infinitely flexible and can 
MAMM ALS! accommodate virtually any observation. 

Darwinists have not stopped calling Pakicetus 
an ancestral ‘whale’, they have simply modified their ideas of what 
ancestral ‘whales’ were like. For the sake of evolutionary theory, 
Darwinists are in the position of describing a fully terrestrial animal, with 
not a single adaptation for life in the water, as a whale. When words are 
this flexible, one wonders if they have ceased to have any meaning. It is 
better to regard Pakicetus as ‘the whale that wasn’t! 


Figure 4 A reconstruction of Pakicetus based on the more 
complete fossils. Illustration by Carl Buell, and taken from 
http://www.neoucom.edu/Depts?Anat/Pakicetid.html 

















06 | ORIGINS 34 


The foundations of our faith 





1. THE DOCTRINE OF GOD 


J H John Peet 


WE BELIEVE THAT THE FIRST ELEVEN CHAPTERS OF THE BIBLE, SO OFTEN 
DECRIED AS MYTH OR WORSE, ARE FOUNDATIONAL TO OUR FAITH AND, IN THE 
WORDS OF PSALM 11:3, “WHEN THE FOUNDATIONS ARE BEING DESTROYED, 
WHAT CAN THE RIGHTEOUS DO?” We acknowledge that some of our 
evangelical brethren who take a “theistic evolution” position would wish to 
claim that they share with us the traditional doctrines of the church. 
However, it is our belief that most of these actually have their foundation in 
the opening chapters of Scripture and to deny the historical truth of these 
chapters is to build on an insecure foundation. We will have a look at a series 


THE BIBLE OPENS WITH, 
“IN THE BEGINNING, 

GoD CREATED...” 

THE ALTERNATIVE, AS 
PROFESSOR Fox PUT IT IN 
THE New Scientist (27 
FEBRUARY 1969, P.450) 
1S, “IN THE BEGINNING, LIFE 


ASSEMBLED ITSELF...’ 


of these doctrines over coming issues of the journal and show 
how crucial these passages are to our biblical faith. 


Genesis 1-2 tells us plainly that the creation was planned. It 
is about God being in control. God is sovereign. The Bible 
opens with, “In the beginning, God created...”. The 
alternative, as Professor Fox put it in the New Scientist (27 
February 1969, p.450) is, “In the beginning, life assembled 
itself...” 








If chance rules, God is an anachronism. The theory of 
evolution is built on a faith that says chance, especially over 
along period of time, can cause the production of life in all 
its forms around us today. But chance does not cause 
anything to happen; it is impotent. It is a statement of 
mathematical probability and many mathematicians 


acknowledge that the level of probability required for evolution means that 
the chance process is impossible. 


Does Gop sPEAK IN GENESIS 1? IF NOT, WHERE DOES HE? AFTER ALL, 
GENESIS 1 HAS OVER THIRTY REFERENCES TO AN ACTIVE AND CONTROLLING 
Gop: “Gop SAID ... SAW ... MOVED ... DIVIDED ... CALLED ... MADE.” 


This leads us to the next fundamental doctrine of God: He is omnipotent. 
There is no doubt that the Bible account is stating that Creation was 
miraculous. It makes no claim to be “normal science” (and so cannot be 
tested by it) any more than the miracle at Cana (John 2) was a normal 
process. The wine was reported to be “the best” (could our Lord do any 
different?) and so a connoisseur would probably try and identify its source 
and age: reasonable but wrong. So it is with origins. Good science may be 
done to examine the origin of life etc., but it would be irrelevant if, as the 
Bible claims, it was a miraculous event. 


Clifford Longley made a pertinent point on the implication of 
this: “If they regard Genesis as mythical because it is contrary 
to science, why is that not also a good reason for rejecting the 
Resurrection - which sounds, to say the least, scientifically 
improbable?" (The Times, Saturday 18 April 1992, p.12). 


But there is a further practical point: don’t lose sight of that creative power 
as itis available for our protection (Psalm 33:6-9, then 
10-11; also Isaiah 40:26-29 then 30-32). It should be 
a source of confidence in our Christian living. Further, 
as Philip Johnson has pointed out, if we repudiate His 
power and authority in Creation, we repudiate His laws 
and morals for we are told “God said” in each! If we say 
that origins is just chance, then any Scriptural rule is 
subject to change. 


God’s ultimate glory (Revelation 4:11) is in His 
creative power: beware of evolutionists who try to rob 


Him of His glory. 





Another critical principle arising from the Creation 

account is that God is trustworthy. Does He speak 

truthfully? Can we trust Him? He is the only witness to the Creation, but can 
we trust His testimony? 


We believe from Scripture that He does not deceive, so what conclusions 
must we draw? With reference to the “six days”, did God really say that He 
created in six normal days? Is it true? It is not only in Genesis 1 that we are 
told this (though that would be sufficient in itself) but also in Exodus 20:11 
as part of the fourth commandment. His integrity is at stake if this is not 
true, as is the validity of the ten commandments themselves. If it is not true, 
then where do we stand with the rest of the commandments when He also 
said, “You must not lie”? If the claim is false, God has no authority; it is 
illusory. After all, He did not need days; we do. The Lord Jesus said, “The 
sabbath was made for man, not man for the sabbath”, ie. it is what man 
needs. After all, what is a “week”? There is no scientific definition of it (in 
contrast to the day, month and year). The Bible provides the only definition 
of the week. 


Can we trust Him when He speaks of the “finished” creation (Genesis 2:2)? 
Were there new “kinds” after that as implied with an evolutionary stance? If 
it does not mean “finished” when He says it, what do we make of Calvary 
where the same Lord says, “It is finished’? Is there more to do for our 


salvation because He does not mean what He says? 














Gop’s ULTIMATE 
GLORY (ReveELATION 4:11) 
IS IN HIS CREATIVE 
POWER: BEWARE OF 
EVOLUTIONISTS 
WHO TRY TO ROB 
HIM OF His GLory. 
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AGAIN, INTERESTINGLY, THE BIBLE SAYS THAT 
GOD MADE WOMAN FROM MAN. Now THAT HAD 
TO BE INSPIRED AS MAN’S EXPERIENCE IS THE 
REVERSE! YET, THE BIBLE VERSION OF EVENTS IS 
CLEARLY RIGHT SINCE MAN HAS X AND Y 
CHROMOSOMES WHEREAS WOMAN HAS X ONLY. 
SO A WOMAN COULD NOT GENERATE MAN 
UNASSISTED. IT ALSO MEANS THAT EVE IS NOT A 
CLONE OF ADAM, OR ELSE SHE WOULD BE A MAN! 


Then we must ask, has He misled generations until 
now? It is commonly argued that God had to write 
about origins in this way because primitive man 
would not have understood an evolutionary 
explanation. Notice the evolutionary assumption 
that the first man was primitive: that’s not what 
Scripture directs us to believe. But we have to turn 
back to God’s nature: is He able to communicate 
with His people? As a teacher (or a parent) | would 
be able to teach young children about evolution 
and be able to convince them. God is more able to 
communicate effectively. So, if He 
did not create as described in the 
Bible, why did He not tell the truth? 


Our Lord Jesus refers to these 
chapters (Adam, Cain, Noah, 
marriage, sabbath). Can we trust 
Him? Hebrews 11:3 records that, “By 
faith we understand that the 
universe was formed at God’s 
command...”. Is our faith misplaced 
because we cannot trust His word? As 
has been said, “If God didn’t tell the 
truth at the beginning, when did He 
begin to do so?” 


The Creation account teaches us that God is good. 
In fact, this account is fundamental to 
understanding what is meant by this attribute. 
“God saw that it was good” (Genesis 1:10-31). 
Contrast God’s view of what is good to the process 
of evolution, which involves disaster, death, 
extinction, earthquakes, asteroid impacts, etc. If 
they are a part of a good creation, why should we 
be concerned with them? Consider death, for 
example. It is necessary for evolution but the 
Creation account teaches us that it is bad 
(Genesis 3:19 and compare John 11; 1 
Corinthians 15:26). Physical death was a 
punishment for sin and not a part of the good 
creation. The “new earth” of Revelation 21:4 has 
no tears, pain, death, etc., so these are not good. 
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Often theistic evolutionists try to relate the 
geological column with Genesis 1. But they speak 
differently. Not only are they different in the order 
of the appearance of life (as the evolutionist 
would describe it) but they are different in nature. 
Genesis 1 is about life, harmony, beauty and, of 
course, creation. The geological column is about 
death, agony, destruction. They are talking about 
different events in Earth history. 


“Goodness” implies beauty, fitness, design and so 
on; we can look for His fingerprints in nature. 
Does the creation witness to the goodness of God 
and praise Him? 


The Bible also teaches us that God is triune. A 
fundamental Christian doctrine is the Trinity and 
virtually any theological study of this will begin in 
Genesis 1. Here we see the plurality of God in His 
Hebrew title, Elohim. Here we see conference 
between the members of the Godhead, yet in 
unity: “Let us make man in Our image...”. That 
could only be possible if the Three are One. 


We see this then as a model for human 
relationships. We enter marriage as two 
individuals becoming one flesh: as we are made 
“in Our image” in which the Three are One. Also, 
because of that model, we are equal but different. 
We also see the church is to be one as “We are 
one” (John 17:22). Again, the first chapters of 
Genesis are foundational in understanding this 
doctrine of God. 


There are other aspects of the nature of God that 
we can relate to these passages (e.g. His holiness, 
His eternal nature and so on). Of course, none of 
these doctrines of God are founded on Genesis 1- 
11 alone, but they have their roots here. If these 
chapters are not true, how far can we define our 
doctrine of God with confidence? 










GENESIS ISN’T IMPORTANT. 
WERE BETTER OFF WITHOUT 
THOSE CONTROVERSIES. 






eae CHRISTIAN WANTING TO UPHOLD 
wate NEW TESTAMENT TEACHING 


Illustrated by Jack Lewis () 























PAUL GARNER 


what use is 
the uvula2 


“WHAT USE IS THE UVULA2”, A FRIEND 
RECENTLY ASKED ME. He had read that the 
uvula, the small tear-shaped flap of soft tissue at 
the back of the mouth (figure 1), was a useless 
remnant of our evolutionary past. The uvula is 
named from the Latin word uva, meaning grape. 
Some people claim that it is a vestigial organ in 
humans that has no function. In this view, it is a 
leftover from our mammal ancestors that used to 
drink with their necks bent downward. To answer 
my friend’s question | decided to do some 
research on the uvula! 







| found out that the human uvula consists of glandular tissue, muscular 
tissue, and large excretory canals, but that the glands are absent in other 
mammals. This alone makes it highly unlikely that the uvula is a leftover 
from our supposed animal ancestry because it is more sophisticated in 
humans than it is in other animals! 


| also discovered that several possible functions for the uvula have been 
suggested: 


° THE UVULA MAY TRIGGER THE SWALLOWING REFLEX. FURTHERMORE, IT MAY 
HELP TO SEAL OFF THE BREATHING PASSAGE WHEN WE SWALLOW, THUS 
HELPING TO PREVENT FOOD GOING DOWN ‘THE WRONG WAY. THE UVULA 
HAS ITS OWN MUSCLE (THE MUSCULUS UVUAE) WHICH ALLOWS IT TO 
STIFFEN AND ALTER ITS SHAPE, TO FILL THE SPACE AT THE BACK OF THE 
THROAT. 


THE UVULA MAY ASSIST INHUMAN SPEECH. SOME LANGUAGES (NOT 
ENGLISH) REQUIRE THE UVULA IN ORDER TO PRODUCE CERTAIN SOUNDS. 


FURTHERMORE, SOME SINGERS CLAIM THAT THE UVULA ALLOWS THEM TO 
PRODUCE A VIBRATO (wavy ‘UP AND DOWN) SOUND. THE JAZZ SINGER 
ANITA O’DAY SAYS THAT HER VIBRATO-LESS VOCAL STYLE IS THE RESULT OF 
LOSING HER UVULA IN A TONSILLECTOMY. 


THE UVULA MAY PLAY A SMALL ROLE IN CLEARING SALIVA FROM THE ORAL 
CAVITY. 


Besides, even if we were unable to show that the uvula or any other organ 
has a function, that would not prove the evolutionary view. It may have had 
a function originally which was lost as a result of the Curse on creation that 
we read of in Genesis chapter 3. Loss of function is not Darwinian evolution, 
which requires a gain in information! Of course, the organ may also have a 
function today which we have not discovered yet. In other words, the 
argument for evolution from ‘vestigial’ organs is ultimately an argument 
from ignorance! At one time it was thought that there were 180 vestigial 
organs in the human body. However, with the advance of medical 
knowledge this list has shrunk to practically zero. 
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Figure 1 The uvulais the tear-shaped 
flap of soft tissue at the back of the mouth. 
Illustrated by Jack Lewis 


Although there is no consensus on the purpose of 
the uvula, several plausible uses have been 
suggested. When we base our thinking on the 
Bible, we can be sure that the all-wise Creator 
God, who does all things well, did not create the 
uvula in vain. 


FURTHER READING 


Bergman, J.and Howe, G. (1990). ‘Vestigial organs’ are fully 
functional. Creation Research Society Books, Terre Haute, Indiana. 


Finkelstein, Y.,, Meshorer, A., Talmi, Y.P., Zohar, Y., Brenner, 
J, Gal, R. (1992). The riddle of the uvula. Otolaryngology - Head 
and Neck Surgery, 107:444-450. 


Scadding, S.R. (1981). Do ‘vestigial organs’ provide evidence for 
evolution? Evolutionary Theory, 5:17 3-176. 
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J H John Peet 


THE CAMEL: 


equipped to serve 


There are two common forms of the camel: the Arabian camel, Camelus 
dromedarius (the dromedary), and the Bactrian camel, Camelus 
bactrianus. These are single and twin-humped respectively. 


To many, the camel is a strange looking animal, hardly 
TH E CAMEL one that would be called beautiful! But to many desert- 
STORES THE livers, past and present, it is a life-line. To understand it, 
WATER IN we need to remember that it is needed for living in the 


POUCHES IN ITS arid desert, travelling across large expanses without 


water for days; it has to cope with blowing sand and a 


STOMACH (N OT blazing sun. 


IN THE HUMP The camel has double rows of long eyelashes which 
AS COMMONLY protect the eyes from the sand and the ear openings are 
BELI EVED) haired for the same reason. Similarly, the nostrils have 
muscles that can close the nasal passages to exclude 
sand. As most people will have found, it can be difficult walking on dry sand. 
The camel’s foot is so constructed that it can spread its toes and walk on the 

foot pads, in a similar manner to the action of snow-shoes. 


The eyebrows are large to act as shields for the eyes against the sun and the 
calluses on its knees and chest protect them from the effect of the hot sand 
when it bends to lie down or receive its load. 
These hard surfaces also support the Wu EN IT 
camel’s weight as it kneels. The body furisto REACHES AN 
insulate it against the heat, but also to 
protect it from the winter cold. OASIS, IT 

eee RECHARGES BY 
Our body temperature is fairly constant - 
unless we are ill, but even then it will only DRINKING 27 
vary slightly. The camel’s body temperature GALLONS IN 
varies widely to protect it from a loss of TEN MI NUTES! 
water which would leave it dehydrated in the 
desert conditions. It can travel for seven days without water. This would be 
equivalent to a journey of some five hundred miles. TO COPE WITH THIS, THE 
CAMEL STORES THE WATER IN POUCHES IN ITS STOMACH (NOT IN THE HUMP 
AS COMMONLY BELIEVED). They have special features which minimise the 
loss of water. They have few sweat glands and there are grooves below their 
nostrils which allow them to drain water into their mouths. Since water is 
such an important commodity to the camel, it has an acute sense of smell 





which enables it to detect the presence of water when it is still some way off. 
(Useful to the camel rider too!) When it reaches an oasis, it recharges by 
drinking 27 gallons in ten minutes! It can even drink salt water if necessary. 
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The hump stores fat which it can use as a source of food during the journey. — would be dead long before it could accidentally 
As the fat is metabolised (oxidised) water is produced. The beast also has = adapt andso would have no chance of passing the 
hard skin in its mouth that enables it to eat even thorns. genetic advantages on to its offspring. 


For the owner, it is not only a beast of burden, but it provides wool andmilk — Did you think the camel was ugly? Perhaps now 
while alive and hide and meat when killed. you understand something of its construction you 


So, we see that the camel is structured to provide just what we need in order will see that it is beautiful. 


to cross vast deserts. This is what we would expect from a God who designs 
everything to fit in its environmental niche. No chance here - the creature 
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Above and left Camels (Courtesy of Noah’s Ark Zoo Farm, Bristol) ©) 
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J H John Peet 


In an accompanying article, we have noted that 
the camel, like the rest of the created order, shows 


clear evidence that it has been designed for the 
task to which it is fitted. But, if you are thoughtful, 
you will ask something like, “Why was it designed 
for desert conditions when these presumably did 
not exist in Eden2” There are probably several 


ways of approaching this question, but we find it 
helpful to look at the fossil record to see how the 





FiGuRE 1: Camels in the geological column 











HoLocene modern camel has reached this adaptation. (/ am 
indebted to the work of Wood, Williams, Wise 
and Robinson, 1999, for material used to 
prepare this summary). 


PLEISTOCENE 


PLIOCENE Camel dispersion begins Figure 1 shows the more recent levels in the 
earth’s crust. The earliest camel fossil is in the 
MIOCENE Late Eocene (Poebrodon) and exists only in 


North America until the Middle Pliocene. From 
that point (which takes us into the Ice Age), the 


OLIGOCENE Camels in North America 
camel disappears in North America but is 
E Fark fossil dispersed across the world through South 
ENE MES SANNGH HESS America and Asia (and hence to Europe and 
Africa). 
PALAEOCENE 





The environmental conditions before the Flood 
were probably homogeneous, giving little cause 
for differentiation by adaptation. This would 
mean that the Poebrodon, or something very 
similar, represented the dominant camelid species 
before the Flood and so was possibly the one 
taken onto the Ark. (The fossil record is often 
incomplete, so there may have been predecessors 
to the Poebrodon which have not been detected 
thus far). The rapidly changing environment in 
the post-Flood centuries would trigger the 
selection processes, including adaptation to 
desert conditions, for which the Poebrodon was 
genetically equipped from the Creation. (For a 
useful research report on speciation within a 
created gene pool, see Jones, 2002). 





Two hundred fossil species have been found 
which have been divided into 54 genera. This is 


A reconstruction of an Oligocene camelid (Poebrotherium). ; : : : 
Illustrated by Jack Lewis in contrast to the six species of today which are 


shared between three genera. The modern camelid species are divided into 
the Old World (Asia and Africa) varieties - the dromedary and Bactrian 
camel - and the New World species of South America - the llama, alpaca, 
guanaco and vicuna. 


From this we can conclude that all the camel species have arisen from the 
Eocene camel, the variation arising as they have adapted to meet the 
changing environments and then many of them have become extinct, 
probably primarily as a result of further environmental changes. 
Apparently the fossil record shows a continuous trend in the Camelidae in, 
for example, the Americas. This implies a close relationship between them 
and, at the same time, there is no transition indicated between them and 
any other contemporaneous group. Once they appear in any area after 
their dispersion, we find a continuous lineage, emphasising that they are 
an integrated group genetically. Paul Garner recently discussed the 
distribution of the horse fossils and their implications for creationist 
research (Garner, 1998). As with the horses, so we find changes in body 
size, toe size and number, dental arrangements and speed of movement 
amongst the camel family. These variations are found within each branch 
of the Camelidae, demonstrating that the genetic pool for variation is 
maintained and not lost through mutation. 


The divergence between the different species is very recent and it is also 
notable that there is possible hybridisation within the Camelidae. This, in 
turn, tells us that they have not been separated genetically long enough for 
them to have become non-compatible, so emphasising that the geological 
history represents a short period of time. Further, since the geological 
sequences in which they are found are generally accepted by creationists 
as post-Flood, so we are looking at rapid speciation. They are, therefore, a 
helpful model for the interpretation of the geological column in general. 


Figure 2 shows the parallels between the geological and archaeological 
records as they affect man and the camels. We see that camel dispersion 
across the world began before that of mankind (which occurred at Babel). 
So, the dispersion of the camels began in the period between the Flood and 
Babel. 








FIGURE 2: Dispersion of man and camels in the 
geological and archaeological records 
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CLASSIFICATION 


Wood et al have been working on a new method 
of biological classification based on the biblical 
term, “kind” (Genesis 1:21, etc.). This concept 
was originally introduced by Marsh (1941) who 
coined the term baramin from the Hebrew words 
bara (created) and min (kind). The Camelidae 
on this basis are holobaraminic, that is, all the 
members of this family (and only of this family) 
share a common ancestor, the original created 
camelid. (For an introduction to baraminology, 
see Frair, 2000). 


An alternative approach to biological 
classification within a creationist context is that 
of Siegfried Scherer (1998). He proposes the 
term Basic Type to correspond to the created 
kind. This Gin contrast to the baraminology 
approach) is correlated with the standard 
biological classification. The Basic Type is defined 
by determining the extent of hybridisation 
between species and genera. Often it will 
correspond with the Family level in traditional 
classification systems. The Camelidae are a Basic 
Type. 
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PARALLEL UNIVERSES: has God anything to say? 


DAVID J. TYLER 


Science fiction writers have always 
enjoyed exploring the idea of ‘parallel 
universes. More recently, however, 
serious scientists have played around with 
the thought that there actually are many 
(the 


‘Multiverse’ or ‘Many Worlds’ concept). 


universes existing in parallel 


A comment on the popularity of these ideas 
appeared in the prestigious science journal 
Nature, soon after the dawn of the new 
millennium:_“Twenty years ago the Multiverse 


concept would have seemed utterly far-fetched, 
but_now_it threatens to become conventional 





wisdom”. 


We have now reached the position where a large 
number of theoretical physicists and cosmologists 
think that there are parallel universes — 
billions and billions of them! 


They think we live in and observe just one 
of them, but their theoretical research has 
led them to conclude that our experience 
is like a tiny drop in an infinite ocean. 


Should Christians receive these new ideas 
as another case of science informing us 
about the true nature of creation? | 
suggest otherwise. 


Not only should we reject this concept, but science 
ought to be informed by biblical revelation. In 
other words, God does have some very clear things 
to say about these matters. 


Difficulties 


Parallel Universes was the title of a BBC2 Horizon 
programme broadcast on 14 February 2002. 
This documentary traced of the 
contributions that have led a growing band of 
scientists to advocate ideas that used to be 
unthinkable. 


some 


During the 1980s, many scientists were confident 
that a ‘theory of everything’ was just around the 
corner. 


They were looking for a comprehensive physical 
theory that would explain all the major 
characteristics of the universe (that is, why the 
physical laws and elementary particles are what 
they are, and why the universe has the particular 
structure that we observe). 


SHOULD CHRISTIANS | jas 
RECEIVE THESE NEW 
IDEAS AS ANOTHER 
CASE OF SCIENCE 
INFORMING US ABOUT 
THE TRUE NATURE OF 
CREATION? 


When we can do this, wrote Professor Stephen Hawking, we shall be reading 


the mind of God. 


However, these ambitions were frustrated. The Horizon 
programme flagged up two important difficulties. The first 
related to cosmology and the ‘Big Bang’ theory of origins. 


Physicists were convinced that they could explain much of what happened 
immediately after the Big Bang had occurred, but the laws of physics 
collapsed at the moment of the Big Bang. 


This created an awkward gap in the theory. There could be no ‘theory of 
everything’ while this gap (the ‘singularity problem’) remained. 


Eleven dimensions? 


The second difficulty relates to a sub-discipline of theoretical physics 
known as ‘String theory’. This was the favoured approach to describing the 
fundamental nature of matter and energy, utilising nine dimensions of 
space and the one dimension of time. 


Perhaps understandably, the general public 
struggled to appreciate why the 
theoreticians find strings interesting, and 
struggle even more with nine spatial 
dimensions instead of the three that we are 
used to. 


Nevertheless, the theoreticians were confident 
that string theory provided satisfactory 
explanations of why the elementary particles 
have the properties they do. The problem was 
that, instead of a single unified theory, five separate versions of string 
theory appeared to be equally viable. 


The Horizon programme explained that a resolution was reached when 
string theorists invoked an 1 1th dimension. This had the dramatic effect of 
unifying the five competing theories. 


The 11th dimension was initially visualised as a membrane: infinitely long 
and very thin. Later, however, the picture was one of differently ‘shaped’ 
membranes moving through the 1 1th dimension. 


The crucial breakthrough came when it was realised that the collision of 
two membranes could have caused the Big Bang. 


Designed for life 


The new approach, known as ‘M-theory’, has integrated and consolidated 
previous research. Since it provides an ‘explanation’ of the Big Bang in 
terms of membrane collisions in the 11th dimension, it solves the 
singularity problem. 


For these reasons, the theoreticians are very excited. So, are we on the verge 
of anew ‘theory of everything’? 


Before coming to the punch-line of the Horizon programme, it is worth 
introducing another thread in the story, one that attracts much more 


empathy from Christians. This is the growing perception that the universe 
in which we live seems to be designed for life. 


The quest for a ‘theory of everything’ has brought the issue to a focus — 
because people have asked the question: ‘What do we need to explain?’ The 
answer that emerged was unanticipated by the theoreticians. 


The Astronomer Royal, Sir Martin Rees, put it like this: “It is a remarkable 
coincidence that the laws that govern our universe are also exactly what is 
needed to produce life. It seems too good to be true”. 











Fine tuning 


So impressed was Martin Rees by this finding that he wrote a book about it. 
The title is Just six numbers (published 1999). Rees takes six cases (out of 
many) and shows that if any of the parameters associated with these 
fundamental forces were even a little different to what they are, intelligent 
life would be impossible. 


In other words, the parameters appear to be ‘fine tuned’ and not arbitrary. 
These observations cry out for an explanation. 


There are three ways of dealing with these remarkable findings. The first is 
to explain the observations via ‘law — the original ‘theory of everything’ 
aimed to show how these parameters could be predicted. The second option 
is ‘chance’ — which was not remotely viable before 
the parallel universes concept was accepted. 


r 
The third explanation is ‘design’ — that our THEORY OF 
universe is the way it is because it was designed 


to be a fit place for living things. 


Towards the end of the 1980s, it became clear 
that ‘law was not delivering results and that the 
design inference was increasingly compelling. 
However, theoreticians were uncomfortable with 
‘design’, because it seemed to be proof of a 
Creator. 


TO A FOCUS — 


Punch-line EXPLAI N2 


Significantly, Martin Rees argues in his book that 

the complex ‘fine tunings’ of physical parameters cannot be explained by 
any fundamental theory. Instead, he opts for the idea that we live in a 
Multiverse. 


There are many universes, he thinks, each containing different values of 
fundamental forces. In most universes, there is no possibility of life arising. 
Ours happens to have the ‘right’ values for life, and we have evolved as a 
consequence. 


This brings us back to the Horizon punch-line. M-theory is now the 
preferred ‘theory of everything’, but this leaves nothing to explain! Without 
the context of ‘fine tuning’, it would be easy to miss the significance of this 
perceptive comment. 


The Horizon conclusion is worth repeating: When there are parallel 
universes, everything is possible and nothing is prohibited. Our universe is 
said to have the properties it has by chance, not by law and certainly not by 
design. 


Christian perspective 


What are Christians to make of all this? Is there a Christian 
perspective? Most certainly there is! Here are two major points to 
consider. 


THE QUEST FORA 


EVERYTHING HAS 
BROUGHT THE ISSUE 


BECAUSE PEOPLE 
HAVE ASKED THE 
QUESTION: ‘WHAT 
DO WE NEED TO 
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First, the way the Multiverse concept has been 
developed and gained favour is strong evidence 
that contemporary science is not the objective, 
rational, truth-seeking system that it claims to be. 


The driving forces behind these new ideas are not 
data, observation or truth, but a desire to explain 
everything in terms of either the laws of physics or 
chance. There is, in other words, a strong 
resistance to design and theism. 


Contemporary science has adopted atheism as its 
working framework for understanding reality. 
Christians need to respond, not by opposing 
science, but by pointing out the need for science to 
be built on the solid foundation of theism. 


Second, the design inference is still the most 
rational and satisfying way to understand the 
evidences of ‘fine tuning’ and, indeed, the fact that 
rational physical laws exist at all. 


In Genesis 1 we read that God formed and filled 
the earth to be a fit place for man to inhabit. The 
God of the Bible is the Designer, and he 
has declared all things ‘very good’. 








No evidence 


The Multiverse advocates must face the 
fact that they have no evidence for any 
other universe than our own. Their 
untestable, 
anything is possible within M-theory. 


theories are because 


Rationalism has become a kind of drug 
for intellectuals — people have created a 
science-fiction world in order to explain 
away the evidences of design. 


By contrast, Christians can rejoice that 
design is pervasive throughout the cosmos. It is 
built into the fabric of matter (‘fine tuning’ of the 
fundamental forces and particles). We can 
recognise it in our earth, a planet uniquely 
prepared for life, and in living things themselves, 
for all life-forms are brimming over with design 
features. 


However, there are barriers to recognising design, 
for men are spiritually blind. The reality is that 
unless they believe in God, men cannot discern the 
wisdom by which he has made all things. 


And that understanding, of course, only comes 
about when we bow before our Lord Jesus Christ 
(Genesis 1:1; John 1:1-3). 


This article is reprinted from Evangelical Times (August 2002), 
with kind permission of the editors. Readers can obtain 
more information by writing to Evangelical Times, Faverdale 
North, Darlington DL3 OPH. Telephone: 01325-380232. Fax: 
01325-466153. Email: Office@evangelicaltimes.org. Web site: 
http://www.evangelicaltimes.org. 
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Fingal’s Cave, the Island of Staffa, Mull. 
Photographed by David Tyler 


Mull’s Witness to the Flood and its After-Effects 


DAVID J. TYLER 


Mendelssohn’s overture entitled ‘Fingal’s Cave’ was inspired by 
one of the exceptional natural wonders of the world. The cave is 
on the Isle of Staffa, just off the coast of Mull. The musical work 
is known to millions - judging by its consistently high position in 
the classical charts. Many of these people will be familiar with 
pictures of the cave, and some have visited the island to see for 
themselves. The cave is extraordinarily beautiful, formed 
between upright columns of rock and capped by an ashy, 
unstructured roof. 

The rock is basalt and it emerged from several volcanic centres, some of 
which were on what is now the island of Mull. The columns were formed as 


the molten lavas cooled in an orderly way. Natural joints formed so as to 
create a hexagonal structure reminiscent of a 


FEW OF MEND ELSSOHN < honeycomb. Weathering and erosion of the cliffs 


APPRECIATIVE AUDIENCE 


exposes the columns that we now admire. The 
overlying and underlying ashy rock was formed 


ARE AWARE OF AN EVEN differently. The dominant mechanism appears to be 
MORE SPECTACULAR the intermingling of different types of lava at differing 


GEOLOGICAL 


stages of solidification. 


PHENOMENON ON Mu LL, Few of Mendelssohn’s appreciative audience are aware 


AGAIN INVOLVING THESE 


of an even more spectacular geological phenomenon 
on Mull, again involving these majestic columnar 


MAJESTIC COLUMNAR rocks. Even fewer have trekked through the lonely area 


ROCKS. 


known as ‘The Wilderness’ to view this marvel. 

Popularly known as ‘MacCulloch’s Tree’, or the ‘Fossil 
Tree of Burg’, geologists from the Geological Survey of Scotland have 
described it as “the most arresting single geological phenomenon in the 
island” (Bailey et al, 1924, p.97). 





The fossil tree is exposed at the foot of a cliff on Mull, across the water 
from Staffa. It is a large tree, over 1.5 metres in diameter. A stump is all 
that remains of the tree, but the cast of the original trunk is plainly visible 
in the cliff, extending to about 12 metres above the cobbled beach. The 
generally accepted way for this fossil to have been formed is that 
advancing lavas engulfed the tree sufficiently rapidly for the wood not to 
have burnt up and not to have been bulldozed to the ground. 


Another striking observation relates to the way the fossil tree has 
influenced the shapes of the basaltic columns in its immediate vicinity. 
The columns consistently bend round from the normal vertical alignment 
and they all run at right angles towards the tree trunk. The columns were 
formed when the molten rock cooled and solidified. Like most materials, 
lava expands when hot and shrinks when cold. Cooling sets up stresses in 
the rock which are relieved by fracturing. It has only recently been 
demonstrated that the hexagonal pattern seen in basaltic rocks forms 
because this is the most effective way to reduce the stresses. Normally, 
cooling is from above and below the lava flow, so the columns are typically 
vertical. In the case of the fossil tree, the trunk was cold and it acted as a 
local sink for the heat in the lava. This meant that the cooling stresses 
were directly affected by the tree and the fractures locally were deflected 
from the vertical. 


The lavas must have been very runny (of low viscosity) so as not to have 
pushed the tree over. Nothing similar has been observed in modern-day 
eruptions. Today, trees are simply broken off by an advancing lava flow 

and burnt up in the heat. The thickness of this 


particular lava flow on Mull was over u2 metres, Iv HAS ONLY 
which is extraordinarily large by today’s 
standards. Instead of forming channels, flowing RECENTLY BEEN 
downslope, these ancient lavas spread outovera DEMONSTRATED 
vast area to form thick sheets. The eroded THAT THE 
landscape today cuts through dozens of these 

HEXAGONAL 


sheets, so that the unsuspecting visitor might 
think they are a series of sandstone beds 
deposited one on top of another. These 
observations necessitate outpourings of lava that 
makes modern-day volcanism look quite benign. 
The scale of the volcanism seen on Mull is 
without parallel today. 


To give an idea of the magnitude of these 
differences, modern-day eruptions are measured STRESSES. 
in terms of one to a few cubic kilometres of 
molten rock erupted. However, the eruptions 
building the sheet lavas, technically known as plateau lavas, may involve 
several hundred thousand cubic kilometres of magma. The total volume of 
the extruded magma in north-west Scotland and related parts of the 


North Atlantic is estimated to be nearly 2 million cubic kilometres. 


Clearly, something unusual is displayed by the volcanic rocks of Mull (and 
of many of the other islands of north-west Scotland). Geologists have long 
been discussing ways to explain the data. 


A further observation concerns the rarity of the fossil wood preserved in 
the magma flows of Mull. There are a few other cases of preservation of 
fossil wood. The best example is only a few hundred metres away from the 
tree, in acave. A solitary branch is in the roof of the cave, about 3 metres 
long and 15 cm thick. To the south, on the other side of the sea loch that 
cuts into Mull, is the Ardtun Peninsula. This is, like the MucCulloch’s Tree 
horizon, low in the sequence of plateau lavas. Sandwiched between two 
lava flows are deposits of gravels, sands and muds. In the muds are fossil 
leaves, showing extraordinary details of structure. Sad to say, fossil 
hunters are routinely disappointed, because the fossils degrade very 
quickly after excavation. 


The exquisite detail of these leaves is a powerful witness to their freshness 
when buried. The inference can be made that they were growing ina 
healthy way until the eruptions started and overwhelmed the whole 


PATTERN SEEN IN 
BASALTIC ROCKS 
FORMS BECAUSE 
THIS IS THE MOST 
EFFECTIVE WAY 
TO REDUCE THE 
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landscape. Fossil leaves are not reported higher 
in the sequence of lava flows, suggesting that 
time scales were sufficiently short not to permit 
re-growth of vegetation. This is consistent with 
an emerging perception within the geological 
community that the period of volcanism was 
shorter than previously thought. 


Biblical history and the Flood 


A detailed consideration of the volcanism on 
Mull needs to address current geological models 
and evaluate the merits of the proposed 
interpretations. In this article, my intention is to 
provide an introduction to the issues. 


In an earlier overview article (Tyler, 2000), | 
referred to the Flood model that has been 
articulated and developed in successive articles 
in Origins. This has been termed the 
Recolonisation Model for understanding 
geological history. After the global 
destruction lasting 40 days, the world 
entered a period when the waters prevailed 
over the face of the Earth and then receded. 
Noah was able to disembark a year after the 
initiation of the Deluge, but the recession of 
the water and tectonic upheavals are likely 
to have continued for some time after this. 
Recolonisation of the Earth by marine 
animals and plants would have commenced 
immediately after the 40 days destruction. 
As soon as dry land appeared, 
recolonisation by land plants would have 
commenced. After leaving the ark, the air- 
breathing animals could begin to recolonise 
the land. This model suggests that much of 
the fossil record bears witness to these 
ecological changes. It recognises that a partial 
history of the Earth can be reconstructed by 
geological research, although the record is 
interpreted in terms of recolonisation rather 
than evolutionary transformation. 


The volcanism of Mull and the Inner Hebrides 
occurred during the Tertiary Period of the 
geologic history. This places it in the upper part 
of the geological column. In the Recolonisation 
Model, this represents post-Flood times, 
characterised by mammals and birds multiplying 
in numbers and spreading out over the Earth. 
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“MacCulloch’s Tree” or the “Fossil Tree of Burg”. 
The image shows the stump, the cast, and the 
deflected cooling joints in the basalt rock. 





Of course, models need to be tested to see whether they are worthy of our 
attention and whether they are worth developing. To some extent, visiting 
the Mull volcanics can be regarded as a test of the Recolonisation Model. 
There are many indicators of consistency, and those discussed in this 
article are as follows: 


* THE VOLCANISM WAS CATASTROPHIC, INVOLVING VAST OUTPOURINGS OF 
LAVA ON A LAND SURFACE (THERE IS NO EVIDENCE OF UNDER-WATER 
ACTIVITY); 


°* AFTER THE ORIGINAL SURFACE WAS OVERWHELMED, PLANT RE-GROWTH 
WAS INSIGNIFICANT DURING THE PERIOD OF VOLCANISM; 


° THE FOSSIL TREE, WOOD AND LEAVES ALSO POINT TO THE RAPIDITY OF THE 
VOLCANISM. 


There are other Flood models which place the draining of water from the 
continents immediately prior to Glacial times (which were post-Tertiary). 
This approach conflicts with the Mull observations, where all the 
indicators suggest eruption on land. Also, columnar jointing is 
characteristic of slow orderly cooling and suggestive 


Photographed by David Tyler WH EN WE of time scales inconsistent with flood models that 
require these rocks to be late stage Flood deposits. 

EQOA THE In addition, if the fossil tree is in situ - likely, but not 
ROCKS, WE ARE confirmed by observation because we cannot see the 
NOT SEEING roots - the post-Flood interpretation is the only 
THE RESULT OF possibility for Diluvialists. 
IMPERSONAL More conventional geological models have tended to 
NATURAL stretch out the period of volcanism over millions of 





PROCESSES, WE 
ARE WITNESSES 


years because geological thinking always tends 
towards the principle that ‘the present is the key to 
the past’. However, this view is having to change. 
Observational data does not confirm a lengthy time 


OF THE POWER scale, because of the lack of re-growth between lava 
AND JUSTICE flows and an absence of weathering to create 
The Ardtun Leaf beds. Looking across the water, OF G OD. topographic features. Various conventional dating 


the high ground of “The Wilderness” can be seen. 
Photographed by David Tyler 
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techniques suggest the eruptions did not last long. 

The most popular model requires a doming of the 
Earth’s crust due to the large accumulation of magma underneath, but no 
trace of this doming has been found. 


If the post-Flood interpretation of these rocks is valid, as the observational 
data appear to confirm, visitors to Mull witness a graphic reminder of the 
past judgment of God that fell on this Earth because of man’s rebellion 
and sin. The mountains are not only asilent witness to the violent 
desolations wrought by God; they actually represent the after-effects of 
the 40-day destruction that overwhelmed the Earth. When we look at the 
rocks, we are not seeing the result of impersonal natural processes, we are 
witnesses of the power and justice of God. Holidays can also be times 
when we can come face to face with the work of God in the past, leading to 
awe and worship. 
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Rocks of Ages 
SCIENCE AND RELIGION IN THE 
FULLNESS OF LIFE 





Rocks of Ages: Science and Religion in 
the Fulness of Life by Stephen Jay Gould. 
Jonathan Cape, London. 2001. 240pp. 

ISBN 0-224-06092-9. £14.99. 


Professor Stephen Jay Gould, who died in 2002, 
was a strong proponent of evolution, though he 
was also in conflict with Darwinians for some of 
his views. He was an engaging man in his 
presentations and this book is one in which he 
interacts well with his readers. 


He describes himself as an agnostic, though he 
claims to have great respect for religion. His 
thesis here is that science and religion have 
separate domains, non-overlapping magisteria 
(NOMA), in which they can operate. He claims 
(pp. 59, 63) that these masgisteria have equal 
status but are independent domains. The chief 
principle of NOMA (p. 162) is that ‘factual 
truth... cannot dictate, or even imply, moral 
truth.’ 


Gould falls into the classic trap of confusing the 
facts and the interpretation (p. 94). He misuses 
Scripture to support some of his arguments. He 
states (p. 21), ‘The natural world cannot 
contradict scripture (for God, as the author of 
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both, cannot speak against himself). So, when it comes to, say, the ‘days of 
creation’ (pp. 21-22), we have the natural world that cannot lie but words 
that can convey many meanings. Miracles cannot be properly entertained 
under his thesis. He describes scientific creationism as a deception. 


Surprisingly, he refers to so-called ‘junk DNA’ as an example of a problem 
to Bible-believers. This refers to the large proportion of our DNA which 
does not (apparently) programme for the production of protein, which in 
turn controls our physiological activity. It has been demonstrated that this 
is an example of our ignorance, as with the concept of vestigial organs a 
century ago. Regularly the scientific press is publishing papers showing 
that this ‘non-coding DNA’ (the preferred term) has specific and life- 
critical functions. 


Readers will find interesting parallels between Gould’s NOMA and the 
approach postulated by the late evangelical Professor D. Mackay on 
‘complementarity’. The weakness in both approaches is the same. While we 
can talk in terms of physical and moral realms, the two do interact. Going 
back to Gould’s particular example of Creation, Genesis 1-3 do have 
something to say about the material world and its origins. We must seek 

to expound the passage correctly, but we cannot say that God was not 
involved in the miraculous way the passage claims. But if He was, then 

we must ask how that affects our scientific observations. 


JH John Peet 
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Creationist Diet: Nutrition and God- 
Given Foods According to the Bible 

by Gary F. Zeolla. 

1st Books Library. 2000. ISBN 1-58721-852-6. 


This book could save your life! Any book that 
helps Christians to find a healthy lifestyle should 
be welcomed. Here is one such book, which 
explores biblical principles on food, rest and 
exercise, and their relevance today. As such, it is 
auseful springboard for debate. 


Gary Zeolla has a degree in nutritional science, 
and his initial rationale was to respond to the 
‘Palaeolithic Diet Movement’ (of which he 
provides a useful critique). He argues that the 
dietary instructions given to Adam and Eve were 
the most original and basic, and applied to the 
universal human race. Subsequent directives 
were less basic and therefore less likely to be of 
universal applicability. Although this is a simple 
assertion without much reasoning, he capably 
goes on to explore the kind of diet Adam and Eve 
might have been exposed to: one high in fruits, 
seeds and nuts. Zeolla then reviews the scientific 
literature, which shows that such a diet is 
associated with reduced mortality from 
ischaemic heart disease, strokes, colo-rectal 
cancer, etc. 


One might not agree with his notion that humans 
would only have learnt to control fire after the 
Fall, and thus only then have learnt to cook food. 





CREATIONDT DIET 


Gary F. ZEOLLA 





Couldn’t God - in His close walk with them - have shown them? We do not 
know either way. And angelic culinary practice dispensed with the need for 
fire, using hot stones instead (1 Kings 19:6)! Stones can be heated not 
only by fire, but by the sun and geothermal sources. 


A more important question | found myself asking is how best to judge the 
scientific literature on diet, with its conflicting findings? Zeolla is helpful 
here in demonstrating that, at the very least, the benefits of the diet 
advocated in Eden are overwhelming and conclusive. 


So what about the progressive permissions given in later biblical history? 
Zeolla comments extensively on this. He concludes that, although it is now 
lawful to eat the so-called ‘unclean’ meats, it might not be beneficial to 
one’s health. Most of the unclean animals listed in Scripture are carnivores 
or scavengers which, according to contemporary research findings, have 
higher toxin levels in their flesh. His arguments on the pros and cons of 
flesh foods versus a vegan diet, and the problems with a restrictive diet 
(such as the ‘Hallelujah Diet’) are well-balanced. On the issue of vitamin 
B12 deficiency, which may face a long-term vegan, he speculates on how 
Adam and Eve obtained this vitamin if they were to survive and for Eve to 
bear normal offspring (vitamin B12 deficiency in pregnancy causes 
congenital abnormalities). 


He deals with milk products and the Bible, and looks at the issues for and 
against dairy food consumption. Whilst this is not argued rigorously, he is 
right at least to highlight problems with the dairy industry. The high fat 
content selected for the milk of today is far removed from those of biblical 
times. At least sixty growth hormones, administered to increase farming 
yields, have been detected in milk. Such hormones have been implicated in 
the growth of breast, prostate and lung cancer. Zeolla also castigates the 
over-milking of cows, leading to their premature exhaustion, illness and 
death. Even organic milk production is culpable in this. He also discusses 
osteoporosis and over-consumption of protein, which can flush out bone 
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calcium (milk and dairy products are traditionally recommended sources of 
high calcium). He notes that if pure herbivores such as the strong-boned 
elephant obtain calcium chiefly from greens, so could we! 


He should be particularly praised for waving the flag against hydrogenated 
fats, not found in nature, and strongly linked to cardiovascular disease. He 
concludes rightly that these foods are not ‘God-given’. 


Concerning diet plans, he advocates lifestyle changes for maintaining body 
fat loss. He abhors the phrase ‘going on a diet’ which implies that, in the 
future, dieters will return to their old eating habits that made them 
overweight in the first place! He suggests the principle ‘Eat less. Exercise 
more. Do it forever! He gives ideas on diet reform, especially on how to reduce 
calorific intake whilst improving the satiety of the food, listing foods with a 
high satiety index. He mentions the importance of exercise during dieting, to 
prevent the loss of skeletal muscle. He asserts that only exercise and proper 
dietary reform together can lose and maintain body fat loss. 


On exercise, he describes exercise programmes, and of particular benefit to 
athletes he considers the type of carbohydrate intake (high versus low 
glycogen, etc) for optimum performance. 


On supplements, he judges that Adam and Eve and the majority of the human 
race have got their vitamins and minerals without pills: an argument against 
their use! However, he advocates them in some instances, perhaps more than | 
would. 


His surveys of the nutrition literature range from academic journals down to 
web sites of partisan pressure groups. Sometimes he fails to distinguish 
between reliable research and more speculative fringe group ideas based more 
on assertions than evidence. Other errors would include his failure to include 
eggs in the Mosaic diet, and his advocacy of raisins for sweetening cereals. In 
the latter case, the sugar content of raisins, unlike fresh fruit, is very high. 
Unfortunately they will rot teeth, so they should only be used occasionally. 


Creationist Diet is persuasive in showing 
that in the Scriptures we do have dietary 
pointers of great wisdom to us, and we live 
in a culture that is far removed from God’s 
design of healthy nutrition. As with so many 
issues, the Church has left it to New Agers, 
yoga and mystic types to colonise the high 
ground of a wholesome diet. And although 
most of us would consider our diet to be 
well-balanced and junk-food-free, 
compared with the original diet of Eden we 
are probably all impoverished. And there 
are obsessive, extreme and bizarre diet 
practices too. No wonder that some 
Christians react against all this and retreat 
back into the apparently safe territory of 
junk/refined food. 


A particularly sobering statistic Zeolla 
brings is this: that two-thirds of all US 
deaths are attributed to bad diet. It is likely 
to be similar in Britain. We cannot avoid 
death, but we can avert diet-assisted suicide. 
This book can help the Church to have fit, 
healthy bodies that truly reflect God’s 
created design. That’s good food for 
thought. For further details of this book, 
visit the web site http://www.dtl.org 


Sheena Tyler 
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Discovering Christ in Genesis by Don Fortner. 
Evangelical Press. 2002. 352pp. ISBN 0-85234.5004-6. £11.95. 


The aim of this book is to show, by type and anti-type, our Lord in Genesis. 
Other passages are used as anticipations of the gospel. On p. 280, Fortner 
summarises his thesis: as our covenant head, Adam was a type of Christ; 
Abel showed forth the death of Christ as our sacrifice; Noah represented 
Christ in the saving of his household; and so on. Others include Abraham, 
Melchizedek, Isaac, Jacob and Joseph. 


He rightly emphasises how important Genesis is as it includes the first 
revelation of many doctrines (such as the Trinity, the nature of man and 
of Satan, God’s sovereign election, salvation, justification, and the security 
of the believer). Especially important is Genesis 3: ‘one of the most 
important chapters in all the Word of God’, there is ‘no understanding of 
the rest of the Bible until Genesis 3 is understood.’ How right he is! 
Surprisingly, he quotes the famous passage from Matthew Henry about 
the woman being made from the side of Adam but gives no credit to 
Henry. 


The forty chapters would provide a useful source of daily readings. 
However, many readers probably would find some interpretations a little 
unusual and strained, even if interesting. There is a tendency in places to 
read into the passage things that are not recorded and use them to make a 
point. There are many profitable thoughts in this book and many places 
where the reader will be encouraged to worship our Lord. 


The most surprising item is right at the beginning. Evangelical Press has a 
good record for the publication of books of creation, so | was surprised to 
see them backing this book which proposes the rather dated Gap Theory 
for Genesis 1:1-2. This leads to some very doubtful suggestions in this 
chapter. (The passage from verse 2 becomes an account of a re-creation 
and so a picture of the incarnation of Christ - day 1 - followed by the 
cross - day 2 - andso on through the resurrection, ascension and 
consummation). | would have thought that the work by Fields (1976) 
adequately dealt with the issue years ago. | was surprised, on the other 
hand, that he did not give more space to the development of Christ as 
Creator. There is an interesting footnote on global warming (chapter 12). 


JH John Peet 
REFERENCE 


Fields, W. W. (1976). Unformed and Unfilled: A Critique of the Gap Theory. 
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Designer Universe, Intelligent Design 
and the Existence of God 

by J H Davis and H L Poe. 

Broadman & Holman Publishers, Nashville, 
Tennessee. 2002. 250pp. ISBN 0-8054-2447-4. 


This book reviews the history of the development 
of the design concept and then looks at the 
appearance of design in the natural world. The 
historical section provides a valuable insight. In 
the last chapter, there are helpful discussions on 
beauty as evidence of design and on the 
implications of evil for design. In reading the 
book, one is conscious that pursuit of design by 
itself can lead to deism rather than the biblical 
concept of God. The authors often quote 
favourably from the writings of Hugh Ross and 
they accept the Big Bang theory (though this 
seems to be inconsistent with some of their other 
comments); | suspect they hold to a Progressive 
Creation position. 


JH John Peet 
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Faith, Form, and Time: What the Bible 
Teaches and Science Confirms About 
Creation and the Age of the Universe 
by Kurt P. Wise. 

Broadman & Holman Publishers, Nashville, 
Tennessee. 2002. 287 pp. ISBN 0-8054-2462-8. 


This book develops a panoramic vision of Earth 
history based on the Bible. The author is one of 
the leaders of the young-earth creationist 
community in the United States. His best-known 
geological qualification is that he gained a PhD in 
palaeontology at Harvard University under 
Stephen Jay Gould. This book is the first from 
Wise’s pen, and it sets out a framework for 
developing both biblical and scientific studies 
relating to origins. 


The early chapters provide important biblical 
foundations for the development of scholarship. 
The goal for Wise is to develop ‘the Great 
Synthesis’. This means that all disciplines of 
human thought find coherence only by building 
upon God and His truth. The Great Synthesis will 
restore God to the centre of human thousht, 
which is His rightful place. 


In the following pages, Wise looks at Creation 
Week (the Universe, the Earth, the animals and 
man), the Garden of Eden, the fall of humanity 
into sin, the antediluvian world, the Flood, the 
post-Flood world and the Babel dispersion. The 
final chapter considers the end of the Universe, 
the coming again of Jesus Christ and our 
relationship to Him. 


The literary style of the book is not popular. 
Wise acknowledges in the Preface that his writing 
skills have been developed for the purpose of 


writing for scientists. Don’t be put off by this: if you can cope with articles 
in New Scientist or Scientific American, you will not find this book over- 
technical in style. Wise has attempted to simplify parts of the book by 
having a dozen ‘evidence boxes’ summarising in a few paragraphs key 
evidences relevant to creation/evolution. Nevertheless, you are likely to 
find the book demanding in the concepts developed. Wise seeks to change 
his readers. He wants creationism to move on! 


The discussion of genetics is stimulating and the evidences for created 
kinds (or ‘baramins’) is worthwhile reading. This is a very active area for 
creationist biologists and Wise is a leading figure in US circles addressing 
these issues. 


On geological matters, Wise has teamed up with several other creationist 
leaders to propose Catastrophic Plate Tectonics (CPT). In this book, we 
have the first overview of the theory outside research papers. Basically, the 
whole of Flood Geology is presented within the framework of CPT. In the 
spirit of the Grand Synthesis, there is no doubt that Flood Geologists must 
address the issues covered in these pages. However, the problems that 
Wise does not address are also significant. These were reviewed by 
Robinson (1996). 


In a book that covers so much ground, it is inevitable that there are 
numerous points of controversy. Wise’s own comments are relevant here. 
‘Young-age creationism is a young discipline. As such, it changes rapidly. 
In five years | expect many of the walls to look substantially different. 
Thoush the biblical foundation will remain, in ten years | expect the 
superstructure built on top of it to be substantially different’ (p. xiv). 
Wise hopes to stimulate younger Christians to use their minds and so 
contribute to the construction of biblically-based science. Creationism 
needs an influx of scholars who are motivated to contribute to this goal. 
This book helps to point people in the right direction and it deserves to be 
widely read. 


David J Tyler 
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We are very grateful to Anthony and Christina Bush 
of The Noah’s Ark Zoo Farm, Wraxall, near Bristol, for 
kind permission to reproduce their photographs of 
camels and llamas in this issue. Readers will 
remember that we featured The Noah’s Ark Zoo Farm 
in Origins 31 (July 2001). We are pleased to report 
that the farm has expanded since then and that visitor 
numbers continue to rise. We highly commend the 
farm to our readers. For opening times and further 
details, please telephone 01275 852606. 
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your correspondence 


Our radical ‘new look’ attracted considerable 
comment from many of our readers. Everyone 
seemed to agree that we had struck the right 
note with the content, many of you expressing 
your appreciation of the shorter, popular-level 
articles. However, opinion was somewhat more 
divided about the new style. Some liked the re- 
designed layout, but others felt it was too 
‘gimmicky’ - one person commented that it 
looked like a product brochure rather than a 
magazine. On the other hand, one lady who was 
about to ‘give up on Origins’ was so pleased with 
the latest issue that she ordered extra copies to 
give away to friends! On balance the feedback 
has so far been more positive than negative. Your 
views are important to us, so why not write to let 
us know what you think? Here is a selection of 
the comments we have received so far. 
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ERIC NORMINGTON, BROADSTAIRS 


Got my latest copy of Origins (No. 33) in the post this week and - WOW! 
- what a transformation. I’ve read it from cover to cover and understood 
every word! Keep up the good work. 


GEOFFREY LEWIS, COVENTRY 


MEME ERET BEVIS, EVV EINENAT 
Congratulations on the new cover design and layout of Origins. It looks, as 
it should, a thoroughly professional job. 


MARK AND FRANCES SIMONS, SCARBOROUGH 


MARK AND FRANCES SIMONS, SCARBOROUGH 
The new look magazine is excellent - truly inspiring. Thank you, and 
please let it be known to those working hard on its production. It is much 
appreciated. This year we are sending a post-Christmas letter instead of a 
seasonal card. It is our intention to include a recommendation of the 
Society to our Christian friends together with details to contact you. | hope 
there will be some take-up. 


PAUL BOYD-LEE, HORSINGTON 


The cover of Origins 33 is rather beautiful but in keeping with several 
publications appearing recently | note you have taken the regressive step 
of an abundance of white space and, more particularly, a ragged right 
margin on the majority of pages. 


Also, whilst bearing in mind that there are probably more visually 
impaired people than with perfect vision in the country, | note that the 
type size has been dropped by a couple of points or so! 


On a positive note, the subject matter of the latest magazine looks enticing 
and | pray that it finds wide circulation in this respect. The Lord God bless 
all your endeavours. 
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